January 23, 2009 Emergency Management Higher Education Program Report
(1) Business Crisis and Continuity Management – Course Development Project: 
Received from lead course developer, Dr. Greg Shaw, George Washington University, several sessions for review and approval – when we have the time: 

Session 10:  Issue paper Presentations and Discussions, Part I 
Session 11:  Issue paper Presentations and Discussions, Part II 
Objectives: 

10-11.1   Research and author an issue paper related to Business Crisis and Continuity Mgmt. 

10-11.2  Provide a concise and complete presentation of an issue paper. 

10-11.3  Respond to questions and participate in a discussion of individual issue paper topics. 

Scope: 
The instructions for the student issue papers provided with Session Two are repeated below.    

During the session, the students will present their issue papers.  It is recommended that the students be allocated between four and six minutes to present their paper followed by a short discussion of the topic.  If the students wish to use power point slides to support their presentation, the number of slides should be limited to four or less covering the title, background, discussion and recommendations. The time and power point slide limitations are intended to let the students practice providing an oral report that is both concise and complete on the specific topic. In addition to the students presenting content specific information on specific topics related to comprehensive BCCM, the ensuing questions and discussions can be used to emphasize specific learning points. The size of the class will determine the number of class sessions required to complete the student presentations.  Experience has shown that a single presentation and the questions and discussions requires approximately 10 minutes.  The class time allotted is 3.0 total hours which will accommodate a class size of 18 students.  Alternatively, the instructor can assign some number of presentations to each of several class sessions.  

Session 12:  Business Continuity Strategies 
12.1      Explain the purpose and components of strategic planning for a business that provides 

             products and/or services. 

12.2     Describe the considerations and requirements attached to each of the BCCM 

            strategies laid out in John Laye’s text, chapter 6. 

Scope:  

This session applies the results of the previous sessions, particularly the sessions on risk management, on the development of a BCCM program strategy.  The following strategies set forth in Chapter 6 of John Laye’s text, Avoiding Disaster, are discussed: 1. Eliminating the threat; 2. Continuity; 3. Quick restoration; 4. Deferred restoration; 5. Discontinuing the product/service. The essential point of this session is that the development of a strategy should be based upon the risk management function.  A framework for strategic planning as set forth in relevant resources is explained for application to a BCCM program. 

Session 13, Business Contingency/Continuity Planning I (17 pages) 
Objectives: 
13.1   Describe the use of insurance as a component of a Business Continuity strategy. 
13.2   State the general objectives of Business Contingency/Continuity planning. 

13.3   Describe the general disaster (crisis) recovery planning process and requirements as presented in Geoffrey H. Wold’s 1992 article Disaster Recovery Planning  Process.  John Laye’s framework, and the FEMA Emergency Management  Guide for Business and Industry framework. 

Scope: 

The session starts with a brief description of insurance and particularly business interruption insurance, as a Business Continuity strategy.  A link to the About.com – Business Insurance Web Site provides a very easy to understand example of business interruption insurance.  The session then moves to the topic of BCCM planning, commonly referred to as Business Contingency or Business Continuity Planning and follows from the risk management function and the development of business continuity strategies.  The instructor will lead a class discussion of the terminology used in business continuity planning and the objectives (strategic and tactical) of the planning process. Different frameworks for business continuity plans including Wold’s framework from his article  Disaster Recovery Planning Process, John Laye’s framework, and the FEMA Emergency Management Guide for Business and Industry are presented and compared.  Reference is made to previous sessions for those steps addressing the functions previously covered in the course. Specific plan content and format receives only general coverage in this session and will receive more in-depth coverage in the next session. The session will conclude with the assignment for each student to author a one page statement (specific instructions are included in a handout for this session) of top-level management’s support for the BCCM planning process. 

Session 14, Business Contingency/Continuity Planning II:  (6 pages) 
Objectives: 
Participate in a class discussion of the individual written homework addressing the necessity for and expression of top-level management’s support of business contingency planning. 

List the basic components of a business contingency plan. 

Check an example business contingency plan for adequacy and completeness using a checklist from Emergency Management Canada’s Business Resumption Planning. 

Explain the importance of and the general structure of an essential records program as part of business contingency planning. 

Scope: 

This session starts with a class discussion of the students’ written assignment from the last session. Three example business contingency plans are presented (general content in the remarks with specific content included in a student handout) to illustrate plan content and structure. The Emergency Preparedness Canada Business Resumption Planning checklist is presented and the students are asked to apply the checklist to one of the sample business contingency plans. During the coverage of plans, several topics such as essential records programs, emergency management teams, emergency operations centers, the incident command system, and alternate sites are mentioned briefly. Rather than providing detailed coverage at the point where they are originally mentioned, they are covered at the end of this session and in subsequent sessions as separate topics. The session concludes with the topic of an essential (vital) records program. 

This material will be forwarded to the web staff for upload to the EM Hi-Ed Program Website at:  http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/coursesunderdev.asp 

There is no material there at the moment, this will be the first. 

(2)  Catastrophe Readiness and Response –College Course Development Project: 
Received for review and approval, Session 2, “Comparison of Disaster and Catastrophe Response Planning,” by lead course developer, Dr. Rick Bissell, University of Maryland, Baltimore County. 

Course Session 2 Learning Objectives 
By the end of this session (readings, lectures and exercises) the student should be able to: 
2.1
Describe two differences between disaster and catastrophe planning 

2.2
Describe the etiology of events in a catastrophe 

2.3
Identify three past catastrophes and the factors that made them catastrophes 

2.4
Identify commonalities between different catastrophes (e.g. they’re all different, but there are commonalities). 

2.5
Describe trends leading toward future events and discuss hypothetical future catastrophic events and their potential affects on modern society 

Session Overview 
This unit is designed to bring reality to the conceptual definitions of catastrophe presented in Session 1, by way of three topic discussions: 

•       A description of many of the ways in which catastrophes and disasters are categorically different from each other; 

•       A description of several historical catastrophes, and; 

•       A description of several potential future catastrophes. 

Please note that we have provided more examples of both past and future catastrophes than you may want to, or have time to present in the classroom, so you will have to choose what makes most sense for your environment and student audience. At this point in the course, the objective is to familiarize students with the concept of catastrophe in a relatively concrete manner by exploring some past and potential future catastrophes, and looking at some of the commonalities. This is not yet the time to explore the relationship between sociological theory of disaster and catastrophes; this discussion takes place in much more detail in the next nine sessions of this course. 

This material will be forwarded to the web staff for upload to the EM Hi-Ed Program Website at:  http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/crr.asp 

(3)  Congressman Joe Lieberman Press Release on Meeting with Governor Napolitano: 
January 6, 2009 

WASHINGTON – Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee Chairman Joe Lieberman, ID-Conn., Tuesday met with Arizona Governor Janet Napolitano to discuss homeland security priorities for the 111th Congress and the incoming Administration. Lieberman described his 47-minute meeting with the nominee for Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security as a “very good discussion” and said the nominee was a “superb” choice. 
“She has had law enforcement experience as a former Attorney General and she is the governor of a border state,” Lieberman said. “Besides that, she is smart, no nonsense, a hard worker, and goal oriented. And she believes in public service. She has also assembled a first rate management team to meld together 22 agencies and more than 200,000 employees. I have the greatest respect for her and she is a superb nominee.” Lieberman said passage of a Department authorization bill is a top priority for him “as a way for this Committee to state conclusions about the resource needs of the Department and policy changes.” But he said he and the Governor discussed a range of other priorities for the coming year including protecting the nation from terrorist attacks with weapons of mass destruction, cyber security, rail and transit security, border security, and chemical plant security. 
“The Department of Homeland Security has come a long way,” Lieberman said. “But its work is far from finished. There is still a lot of work the Administration and Congress can do to protect the American people at home in an age of terrorism.” Lieberman has tentatively scheduled a nomination hearing for the Governor on January 15, 2009, so that a Senate confirmation vote may occur as soon as possible after the Inauguration. “The Secretary of Homeland Security, in current reality, is as critically important to our national security as the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State, and in some ways, more urgent,” Lieberman said. 
Accessed at:  

http://hsgac.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressReleases.Detail&Affiliation=C&PressRelease_id=0a4d8512-3c0e-4dec-aa07-1a73f7676e83&Month=1&Year=2009 
(4)  Homeland Defense/Civil Support Capabilities-Based Assessment Overview 
Varland, Guy, and Mike Kelly.  “Homeland Defense/Civil Support Capabilities-Based Assessment Overview.”  CBRNIAC Newsletter, Vol. 9, No. 4, 2008, pp. 4-6.  Accessed at:  https://www.cbrniac.apgea.army.mil/Documents/vol9_num4.pdf 

Abstract 

The Homeland Defense/Civil Support (HD/CS) Capabilities-Based Assessment (CBA) is an analytical effort, currently in the Joint Capability Integration and Development System (JCIDS) staffing process, that examines Department of Defense (DoD) Homeland Defense (HD) and Civil Support (CS)/Defense Support to Civil Authorities (DSCA) missions (along with related Mission Assurance activities) in the 2012-2025 timeframe with primary focus on 2014-2016. The goal of the effort is to identify DoD HD/CS capability demands, determine capability gaps, and develop recommendations for actions the Department should take to address the identified capability gaps. 

(5)  IAEM Bulletin Call for Articles: "Research to Practice" 
Received a request from IAEM Bulletin Editor, Karen Thompson, to post the following note: 

The IAEM Editorial Work Group is looking for articles for the next special focus issue of the IAEM Bulletin on "Research to Practice." This issue will focus on innovation and new ideas that are put into practice. We especially want to hear from practitioners who have put research into practice, not just researchers who have great ideas. Also, how have you taken a lesson learned from some event and applied it to a different situation, circumstance, event or organization? Please keep your articles under 750 words, and e-mail articles to Bulletin Editor Karen Thompson at thompson@iaem.com no later than April 10, 2009. Please read the author’s guidelines on our Web site before submitting your article. Remember, the IAEM Bulletin is published monthly, and we always welcome articles of general interest to our readers. 

(6)  Levee Safety: 
National Committee on Levee Safety.  Recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program (Draft).  NCLS, January 15, 2009, 104 pages.  Accessed at:  http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/ncls/docs/NCLS-Recommendation-Report_012009_DRAFT.pdf 
From Executive Summary: 

This report contains the recommendations and strategic plan for implementation for a National Levee Safety Program from the National Committee on Levee Safety (Committee). The Committee is a diverse group of professionals from federal, state, local/regional governments and the private sector that have worked diligently at representing national interests in levee safety. The report is in response to Title IX, known as the National Levee Safety Act of the Water Resources Development Act of 2007, specifically Section 9003. As a group, we cannot over-emphasize the urgency of these recommendations.  We are at a critical juncture in our nation’s history—a burgeoning growth of risk to people and infrastructure as a result of more than 100 years of inattention to levee infrastructure combined with an economy and social fabric that are in a particularly vulnerable state. The long history of levees in the United States is full of lessons from both successes and failures. The devastating floods of the late 1920s and 1930s brought a long period of unregulated and poorly constructed levees into focus, resulting in the construction of more robust levee systems for the decades of the 1930s through 1960s. 

Inopportunely, the 1960s through the 1980s ushered in new national policies relating to flood insurance, cost sharing for flood control projects, and new owner/operator responsibilities that had the unintended effect of targeting levee designs to only the 1%-annual chance (100-year) event. This then became the beginning of a dangerous and inappropriate association of the 1%-annual-chance (100-year) event as a safety standard. Our relative complacency during the numerous natural events that continued to wreak economic catastrophes in recent decades was shattered in 2005 in New Orleans. It was the catastrophic loss of life associated with Hurricane Katrina that once again refocused the nation and became the catalyst for the National Levee Safety Act and this report. 

The current levee safety reality for the United States is stark—uncertainty in location, performance and condition of levees and a lack of oversight, technical standards, and effective communication of risks. A look to the future offers two distinct possibilities: one where we continue the status quo and await the certainty of more catastrophes or one where we take reasonable actions and investments in a National Levee Safety Program that turns the tide on risk growth. We strongly recommend the latter. 

The Committee’s recommendations are prefaced by recognition of a need for a broader national flood risk management approach, the benefits of integrating national dam safety and levee safety programs, and call for leveraging levee safety as a critical first step in a national infrastructure investment. The Committee also recognizes that levee systems commonly share the same space as water conveyance and critical ecosystems and habitats, and that working with these interests is vital in effectively managing flood risks. 
(7)  Organizational Resilience and Crisis Management 
Serrano, Alex.  “Exploring the Link Between Organisational Resilience and Crisis Management.”  Continuity Forum News, January 23, 2009.  Accessed at:  http://www.continuitycentral.com/feature0636.html 

Excerpts: 

….These days, organisational survival is counted in minutes and days, not weeks and months. Companies that cannot restore material services in short order risk losing substantial market share and possibly face losing their licence to operate, incurring hefty fines and claims for compensation. Organisations that suffer disasters resulting in injuries to their staff face severe public opprobrium if they fail to manage human needs effectively. 

Corporate threats are increasing. Between 1994 and 2003, 50 percent of the largest global companies suffered declines in share price value of more than 20 percent in a single one-month period. Up to half of this group took two years or more to recover to the share price level before the drop occurred. A disproportionate number of these value loss events occurred around ‘low-frequency, high-impact’ events such as September 11.(Ref: Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, ‘Disarming the Value Killers’, 2005) 

That is why the term ‘resilience’ is coming into prominence within the management boards of public and private enterprises alike all across Australia. The country’s corporate and community leaders increasingly understand the relevance of a concept that encompasses both the technological and systemic, as well as the human and cultural factors, that help organisations and communities thrive in an era of uncertainty, ever-increasing change, competitive pressures, and exogenous threats….. 

Risk-intelligent executives place as much emphasis on identifying and mitigating significant corporate risks through a continual process of risk assessment, risk transfer and mitigation before an event occurs, as on plans that help them restore critical activities afterwards…. 
(8)  2008 Natural Disaster Deaths Worldwide: 
UN says over 235,000 killed by natural disasters in 2008 

Last year there were more deaths and economic losses incurred from natural disasters than the yearly average from the period of 2000-2007.  In 2008, 235,816 people were killed by 321 disasters, the UN's International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) Secretariat jointly reported with the Center for Research and Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED). The death toll in 2008 was three times more than the annual average of 66,812 for 2000-2007 and was due to two major disasters, Tropical Cyclone Nargis, which left 138,366 people dead or missing in Myanmar (Burma), and the earthquake in southwestern China's Sichuan province, which killed 87,476 people, the ISDR reported.  The disasters affected a total of 211 million people and cost a total of US $181 billion.  

  

The total number of disasters for 2008 was below the annual average of 398 for 2000-2007.  According to ISDR, Asia remained the worst affected continent and nine of the top 10 countries with the highest number of disaster-related deaths were in Asia. The number of people affected by disasters last year was below the 2000-2007 average of 231 million.  Floods remained one of the most frequent disaster events last year along with other weather-related events, the ISDR reported. Economic losses last year were twice the US $81 billion annual average from 2000-2007, mainly due to the Sichuan earthquake, which cost some US $85 billion in damages, and Hurricane Ike in the US, which cost some US $30 billion. "The dramatic increase in human and economic losses from disasters in 2008 is alarming.  Sadly, these losses could have been substantially reduced if buildings in China, particularly schools and hospitals, had been built to be more earthquake-resilient.  An effective early warning system with good community preparedness could have also saved many lives in Myanmar if it had been implemented before Cyclone Nargis," Salvano Briceno, the director of ISDR, was quoted as saying. 
http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900SID/LSGZ-7NJKJV?OpenDocumenthttp://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900SID/LSGZ-7NJKJV?OpenDocument 
(9)  Today in Disaster History: Jan 23, 1870-- Marias Riv. Piegan Tribe Massacre, MT Ter. 

“The next such major episode [‘massacre of Native Americans’] occurred on January 23, 1870, on the Marias River in Montana Territory, where Maj. Eugene M. Baker and his 2nd U.S. Cavalry killed 173 Piegans, 120 men and 53 women and children.”  (Dept. of Interior, NPS, National Register of Historical Places Registration Form, Black Creek Massacre, p. 8 of 23) 

(10)  Email Inbox Backlog:  1575 

(11)  EM Hi-Ed Report Distribution:  17,191 Subscribers 
We trust that all have, or had, a good weekend. 

The End 

B. Wayne Blanchard, Ph.D., CEM 
Higher Education Program Manager 
Emergency Management Institute 
National Preparedness Directorate 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
16825 S. Seton, K-011 
Emmitsburg, MD 21727 
wayne.blanchard@dhs.gov 
http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu 

“Please note: Some of the Web sites linked to in this document are not federal government Web sites, and may not necessarily operate under the same laws, regulations, and policies as federal Web sites.”
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